IN THE UNI TED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
FOR THE FI FTH Cl RCU T

No. 96-11008
Summary Cal endar

UNI TED STATES OF AMERI CA,
Pl ai ntiff-Appellee,
vVer sus
M CHAEL A. HEKI MAI N
Def endant - Appel | ant.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court for the
Northern District of Texas
USDC No. 3:96-CR-80-R-1

June 12, 1997
Before KING JOLLY, and DENNIS, G rcuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

M chael A. Hekimain appeals his conviction for failure to
appear for service of his sentence. Heki main contends that the
district court abused its discretion in denying his notion to
recuse. Hekimain also contends that the district court erred in
denyi ng hima two-|evel reduction for acceptance of responsibility

and in enhancing his offense | evel for obstruction of justice.

"Pursuant to Local Rule 47.5, the court has determ ned that
this opinion should not be published and is not precedent except
under the Ilimted circunstances set forth in Local Rule 47.5. 4.



We have reviewed the record and the briefs of the parties and
hold that the district court did not abuse its discretion in

denying the notion to recuse. United States v. Landernan, F. 3d

____(5th Cir. Mar. 31, 1997, Nos. 94-10028, 94-10403), 1997 W
144112. The district court’s statenments and actions occurred in
the course of judicial proceedings, did not rely upon know edge
acqui red outside such proceedi ngs, and did not display deep-seated
antagoni smthat would render fair judgnent inpossible. Landernan,

1997 W. 144112; Liteky v. United States, 510 U S. 540 (1994). The

district court also did not err in denying Hekimain a two-Ievel

reduction for acceptance of responsibility. United States V.

Vital, 68 F.3d 114 (5th Cr. 1995); United States v. Marnolejo, 106

F.3d 1213 (5th Gr. 1997). Finally, the district court did not
clearly err in enhancing Hekimin s offense | evel for obstruction

of justice. United States v. Storm 36 F.3d 1289 (5th Cr. 1994),

cert. denied, 115 S. C. 1798 (1995); United States v. Dunni gan, 507

U 'S 87 (1993).
AFFI RMED



